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REMARKS 

Applicants have carefully reviewed the OflBce Actioti dated April 6, 2004, Claiim 1-20 are 
pending in this application. Applicants have amended Claims 1, 3, 10, 12, 19 and 20 to mote clearly 
point out the present inventive concept. Claims 6. and 15 have been canceled. Reconsideration and 
favorable action is respectfully requested. 

Claims 6, 15» 19 and 20 stand rej^ned under 3S U.S.C. §112« second para^ph« ad being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which ajiplicant 
regards as the inv^tion. Claims 6 and IS have be^ canceled. Claims 19 and 20 have bedl amended. 
Applicants believe that Claims 19 and 20 now overcome this tejection, the withdrawal of which is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-8^ 10-17, and 19-20 stand rejected under U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpaten^^e over 
Palmer et ah in view of Watanabe. This rejection is respectfully traversed witfl respect to the aiiKiided 
claims. 

Applicants appreciate the Examiner's detailed discu^ion of the references as tiiey are ^lied to 
the clain^. Applicants believe that the fHimary issue that exists is with respect to novelty in view of the 
fact that Applicants' claimed invention requires a common network which, in the amoided clain^, ifurther 
clarifies that this common network utilizes a common netwoik protocol. Ap^cants in the previous 
p^rs have stated that novelty is believed to exist due to the fkct that Palmer and Watanai^e viAiviQ 
separate networks^ i»e.> the audio signal is received over a broadcast netwoxk such as the television 
network, and the data connection utilizing the URL is provided through an Inlemet connec^<»n. By 
utilizing a common network with a common network protocol. Applicants believe that this disf uiguiishes 
the claims over the references^ The Examiner is utilizing the argumait that all of the broadt^t signals 
and data signals exist on a common "logical" network* Applicants respectfully request the £xai3ainer to 
reconsider his position that no novelty exists due to the &ct that separate networks are disclosed in the 
references and a common network is utilized by Applicants as set forth in the claims. Applicants believe 
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that neither Palmer nor Watanabe suggest orprovJ<le any motivation to transmit a streaming audio signal 
on a common network with a first network protocol and^ utilizixig the first network protocol^ allow a 
connection to be made with a destination over the commcm network before receiving infdfmation 
therefrom. As such. Applicants rcqpectfutly request the withdrawal of the U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection with 
respect to Claims 1-8, 10-17 and 19-20. 

Claims 1-8, 10-17, and 1 9-20 stand rejected imder 35 US.C. § 103(a) as being unpatditaiile over 
Portuesi^ in view of Sherman and Hudetz. This rejection is re&pectfUlly traversed. 

The Portuesi reference is a reference that basically provides for Ae embeddix^ Of URL 
information in a multimedia presentation, i.e., video with audio. There is one protocol fof a data 
transmission or information transmission. This URL information iis^ then utilised to make a <roniieotion 
to a network using a different protocol and network. The addition of the two references, fbt Sherman 
and Hudetz, is similar to Palmer in that they utili^ URLs to nudce a connection to a destinjation on a 
network. Again, the deficiency tiiat Applicants note with respect to the combination ot Portuesi, 
Sherman and Hudetz is that Portuesi provides the ^n^dded URL infi>rmation on a separate iiiiput abd 
is not provided from a content provider over a network with a first protocol, which first prbk>col is 
utilized over the same network to connect to a remote destination to receive information Jflwrefrom. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfiiUy request the withdrawal of the U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection with the 
remaining of Claims 1-8, 10-17 and 19-20. 

As noted hereinabove. Applicants believe that tiie primary issue in the present case is novelty with 
respect to the content provider providing the aiedio with the embedded URL over the sanie network 
providing the connection between ^e user*s computer and the destination node. Although ihqre may 
be other aspects that provide a novel distinction between the references and thie claims as £Utiended» 
Applicants believe that this issue is one that clearly provides a distinction. As such, reconsideztition of 
tikis issue is respectfully requested. 
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Applicant have now made an earnest atten^t in order to place this case in condtttdn. for 
allowance. For&e reasons stated above, Applicants respectfully request ftill allowance of the claims as 
amended. Please charge any additipnal fees or deficiencies in fees or credit any oveipayment to Dqiosit 



Account No. 20-0780/PHLY.24,670 of HOWISON & ARNOTt, L-LJ*. 



GMH/yoc 

P.O. Box 741715 
DaUas, Texas 75374-1715 
Tel: 972-479-0462 
Fax: 972-479-0464 
July 2, 2004 
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